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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
OMAR RODRIGUEZ; CINDY GUILLEN- | CASE NO: BC 414602

GOMEZ; STEVE KARAGIOSIAN;
ICE:II:IFESS RODRIGUEZ; AND JAMAL Dept. 37]
ILDS,

[Assigned to Hon. Joanne O’Donnell,

NOTICE OF RULING
Plaintiffs,
-VS-
BURBANK POLICE DEPARTMENT;
CITY OF BURBANK; TIM STEHR;
KERRY SCHILF; JAMIE “].J.” PUGLISI;
DAN YADON; KELLY FRANK; PAT Action filed: May 28, 2009

LYNCH; MIKE PARRINELLO; AARON
KENDRICK; DARIN RYBURN; AND
DOES 1 THROUGH 100, INCLUSIVE.

Defendants.
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NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on June 18, 2010, the motion of plaintiff

Jamal Childs for a new trial came on regularly for hearing. Solomon Gresen and India

Thompson appeared on behalf of plaintiff and moving party. Defendant was represented

by Linda Miller Savitt of Ballard Rosenberg Golper & Savitt, LLP. The court denied the

motion for a new trial based upon the attached tentative ruling. Defendant agreed to give

notice.

DATED: June &2 2010

BALLARD ROSENBERG GOLPER & SAVITT, LLP

- ~

By: WAMA/M
LINDA MILLER SAVI

Attorneys for Defendant

CITY OF BURBANLK, including the Police

Department of the City of Burbank
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Omar Rodriguez, et al. v. Burbank Police Department, et al.
BC 414602
June 18,2010

Motion of Plaintiff Jamal Childs for New Trial
The motion is denied.

Although, as defendant notes, plaintiff’s memorandum and the supporting affidavits in support of
his motion for new trial were filed and served two days late, on May 17, 2010, the court does not
exercise its discretion to deny the motion on that basis. CRC 3.1600.

In his Notice of Intention to Move for New Trial plaintiff set forth the statutory grounds for the
motion, specifying CCP §§ 657(3), (6) and (7). In his supporting memorandum, plaintiff
identifies subdivision (1) as another ground upon which he seeks a new trial. A motion for new
trial can only be granted on a ground specified in the notice of intention to move for new trial. 8
Witkin, Cal. Procedure (4th ed. 1997), Attack §20. Accordingly, the motion based on
subdivision (1) must be denied.

The new trial motion does not address plaintiff’s retaliation or POBRA claims. Accordingly,
there is no basis for a new trial as to those claims.

The grounds for the motion set forth in the Notice of Intent to Move for New Trial are:

(a) Sufficient evidence and argument were presented to support (i) treatment of the motion for
summary judgment as a motion for judgment on the pleadings and (ii) the opportunity to amend
the First Amended Complaint to assert the discrimination claim under the theory of disparate
impact. CCP §657(6), 657(7); (b) The court’s grant of summary judgment as to the harassment
claim was based on an erroneous interpretation of Beyda v. City of Los Angeles (1998) 65
Cal.App.4th 511. CCP §657(6), 657(7); and (c) Certain foundational facts were inadvertently
omitted from material deposition evidence submitted to the court, and therefore excluded from
consideration. Had such evidence been considered, the Motion for Summary Judgment should
have been properly denied, as supported by the declaration of counsel. CCP §657(3).

Harassment. The court has reconsidered the authorities and the evidence, Valdez v. J. D.
Diffenbaugh Co. (1975) 51 Cal.App.3d 494 and finds no reason to order a new trial. The court
does not believe it misinterpreted the holding of Beyda. As explained in the court’s March 18,
2010 ruling, the evidence presented by plaintiff in opposition to defendant’s motion for summary
judgment, whether admissible or not, is not sufficient as a matter of law to establish harassment.

Discrimination. Plaintiff Childs does not assert that there are grounds for a new trial on his
disparate treatment discrimination claim. Instead, plaintiff asserts that the court should have
treated defendant’s motion for summary judgment as a motion for judgment on the pleadings and
allowed plaintiff to amend the First Amended Complaint to assert a disparate impact
discrimination claim. Plaintiff’s arguments have no merit.



Plaintiff’s assertion that the court should have treated the motion for summary judgment as a
motion for judgment on the pleadings is meritless. Such a procedure is appropriate only where
the motion itself is defective (i.e., failure to file separate statement, etc.). Weil & Brown, Cal.
Prac. Guide: Civ. Proc. Before Trial (The Rutter Group 2009) q10:329.

Disparate impact. As the court explained in its ruling of March 18, 2010, a summary judgment
motion may not be granted or denied on issues not raised by the pleadings. Government
Employees Ins. Co. v. Sup.Ct. (Sims) (2000) 79 Cal. App. 4th 95, 98. While a party may seek
leave to amend its pleadings even while a motion for summary judgment is pending, Honig v.
Financial Corp. of America (1992) 6 Cal. App.4th 960, 965, plaintiff Childs never requested
leave to amend his complaint to assert a cause of action for disparate impact discrimination.

Plaintiff’s claim that a disparate impact claim was already pled in the First Amended Complaint
(March 18, 2010 Hearing Transcript, 13:8-14:5) is likewise unavailing. To plead a cause of
action for disparate impact employment discrimination, a plaintiff must show the existence of the
employer’s practice or policy, that the policy has significant adverse effects on persons of a
protected class, that the impact of the policy is on terms, conditions or privileges of employment
of the protected class, and that the employee population in general is not affected by the policy to
the same degree. Garcia v. Spun Steak Co. (9" Cir. 1993) 998 F.2d 1480, 1486. Plaintiff’s
“disparate impact” theory is that neutral city policies had a disparate impact on African-American
candidates and officers causing (1) not enough African-American officers to be hired, and (2)
African-American officers not to be promoted. These vague allegations do not satisfy the
pleading requirements for a cause of action for disparate impact discrimination. Even if they did,
however, plaintiff Childs has no standing to allege either of these theories because (1) he cannot
claim he suffered from hiring discrimination since he alleges and admits he was hired, and (2) he
cannot claim he suffered from promotion discrimination since he admitted under oath that he
never applied for a promotion. (UF 1, 4.) Having suffered no harm from these claimed
wrongdoings, he has no standing to assert them or to rely on them to defeat summary judgment.
Accordingly, even if plaintiff (1) had asserted a disparate impact claim or (2) did not assert such
a claim but were given leave to amend to so allege, his claim would fail because he presents no
evidence to show that he has standing to pursue such a claim based on the facts alleged in the
First Amended Complaint.

Plaintiff’s claim that no Black BPD officer has ever received a promotion of any kind in the
history of the BPD is evidence of a “gross statistical disparity” which alone constitutes “prima
facie proof of a pattern or practice of discrimination” is likewise unavailing. Plaintiff presents no
evidence that any Black BPD officer ever sought or applied for a promotion. Without a showing
that some Black officers applied and tested for and were denied promotions, the fact that there
are no Black officers above the level of police officer does not constitute proof that any facially
neutral practice by the employer has a disparate impact on a protected group.

Evidentiary issues. Plaintiff’s argument that he is entitled to a new trial because his failure to
provide foundation for the evidence he presented was based on technical problems with legal
software is also meritless. The declaration of counsel filed in support of the motion asserts the
pagination of a legal support program, “Live Note”, was inconsistent with the hard copy of the



testimony that was cited in Plaintiffs opposition Separate Statement, and that this constituted
“surprise.” “‘Surprise’ as a ground for a new trial denotes some condition or a situation in which
a party to an action is unexpectedly placed to his detriment. The condition or situation must have
been such that ordinary prudence on the part of the person claiming surprise could not have
guarded against and prevented it. Such party must not have been negligent in the circumstances.
Wade v. DeBernardi (1970) 4 Cal.App.3d 967, 971. A mistake, or inadvertence is not sufficient
to show an “accident or surprise.” Marriage of Liu (1987) 197 Cal.App.3d 143, 1.55. In this
case, ordinary prudence, including review of the evidence presented in opposition to the motion
before filing and serving it, as well as cite-checking, would have brought any citation errors to
counsel’s attention, enabling him to correct them. Accordingly, the purported errors do not
constitute “surprise” justifying a new trial. In any event, plaintiff fails to show that allowing him
to resubmit the evidence with the proper foundation would result in a different outcome, where
defendant’s objections were not solely based on lack of foundation. Plaintiff fails to identify any
specific objections that were sustained due to the software errors.
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I am a citizen of the United States, and am employed in the County of Los
Angeles in the office of a member of the bar of this Court at whose directions this service
was made. I am over the age of 18, and not a parl;)y to the within action. My business
address is Ballard, Rosenberg, Golper & Savitt, 500 North Brand Boulevard, Twentieth
Floor, Glendale, California 91203-9946.

On June ﬁ_{ 2010, I served the foregoing document described as:
NOTICE OF RULING
on the interested parties in this action, by placing a true copy thereof in a sealed envelope
addressed as follows:

Solomon E. Gresen, Esq.

Lawrence A. Michaels, Esq.
Steven V. Rheuban, Esq.

Sarah T. Wirtz, Esq.

Law Offices of Rheuban & Gresen Veronica T. Von Grabow, Esq.
15910 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 1610 Mitchell Silberberg & Knupp
Encino, CA 91436 11377 W. Olympic Blvd.

Tel: (818) 815.2727
Fax: (818) 815-2737
seg@rglawyers.com

Los Angeles, CA 90064
Tel: (310) 312-2000
Fax: (310) 312-3100

Attorneys for Plaintiffs lam@msk.com
stw(@msk.com

Carol A. Humiston vtv@msk.com

Senior Assistant City Attorney Attorneys for Defendant

City of Burbank

275 E. Olive Avenue

Burbank, CA 91510

Telephone: (818) 238-5707
Facsimile: (818) 238-5724
chumiston@ci.burbank.ca.us

Attorney for Defendant

VIA FACSIMILE; and

(BY FEDEX) I am "readily familiar" with the firm’s practice of collection
and processing correspondence for delivery by Federal Express. Under that
gractice, in the ordinary course of business, it would be deposited with

ederal Express on that same day with directions for next day delivery, with
theSFedere}i E}))(press fees guaranteed to be paid by Ballard, Rosenberg, Golper
& Savitt, .

(BY ELECTRONIC MAIL) I sent the above-mentioned documents via
electronic mail addressed as set forth above.

%BY MAIL) and personally placing such envelope with postage fully prepaid
or collection and mailing on the above-referenced date following the
ordinary business practices of this office. I am readily familiar with our
office’s practice for collection and processing of correspondence for mailing
with the United States Postal Service. In the ordinary course of business,
correspondence, including said envelope, will be deposited with the United
States Postal Service at Glendale on the above-referenced date.

(BY PERSONAL SERVICE) I delivered such envelope(s) by hand to the
above-addressee(s).
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct

under the laws of the State of California. Executed on June 22‘, 010, at Glendale,

California.

/ i
s / v )i L tlm

~Lor1 Leibman
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